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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarizes the findings from a survey and series of interviews conducted to
evaluate the feasibility of a regional spill reporting hotline. This executive summary provides a
brief overview of the project background, existing spill response programs, and recommendations
related to feedback from the survey and interviews (municipal, state agency, and technical).

BACKGROUND

Project Funding and Stakeholders

The regional spill hotline feasibility study is a Source Identification Information Repository
(SIDIR) project that is being implemented through the Stormwater Action Monitoring (SAM)
program with oversight from the Stormwater Group (SWG). A Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) has also been formed to provide guidance and review deliverables for this feasibility
study.

Project Goals

Due to the variety of municipal reporting options across the region, and the varied levels of
internal training, spill reporting and response can be challenging and can face a lack of
coordination between jurisdictions. Confusion between jurisdictional boundaries and
inconsistent reporting methods across neighboring jurisdictions has resulted in delays in spill
response, inefficiencies, and lost opportunities to prevent environmental damages. The goal of
this feasibility study is to:

Gather information and conduct an assessment on the feasibility and desire for a regional
or statewide common “hotline” for citizens and municipal staff in Washington State to
report spills and environmental incidents.

Report Goals

The goal of this report is to summarize information gathered from a survey and series of
interviews regarding the feasibility of implementing a regional spill hotline. This report also
summarizes available technology, programs to investigate, support (or lack thereof) from local
municipalities and state agencies, and other special considerations. This report uses the term
“reporting systems” as an inclusive term that may incorporate multiple program elements
including phone numbers, hotlines, mobile applications, web forms, and other spill response
program elements.
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Information Gathering Overview

Information gathering conducted for this feasibility study included a survey, phone interviews
with staff from municipalities and state agencies, and technical phone interviews:

Survey

O

The purpose of the survey was to collect feedback from a variety of jurisdictions
regarding their current practices, suggestions, and concerns related to the
implementation of a regional spill reporting hotline.

Eighty-nine respondents representing municipalities, state agencies, tribes, and
secondary permittees throughout Washington State submitted responses to the
SurveyMonkey survey distributed via email in April 2019.

Municipal Interviews

The purpose of the municipal interviews was to gain a better understanding of
municipal processes with regard to spill reporting and response, and the barriers to
and benefits of a potential new regional spill hotline.

Ten phone interviews were conducted by Nancy Hardwick (Hardwick Research) in
June 2019.

State Agency Interviews

O

The purpose of the state agency interviews was to gain a better understanding of
state agencies with regard to spill response, their likes and dislikes of the current
system, and the barriers to and benefits of a potential new regional spill hotline.

Three phone interviews were conducted by Nancy Hardwick (Hardwick Research) in
October 2019.

Technical Interviews

O

O

The purpose of the technical interviews was to collect additional technical
information on some of the reporting systems already in place that may be useful to
evaluate as an option for a potential new regional spill hotline.

Three phone interviews were conducted by Herrera in November and December
2019. The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) also provided written
responses to the technical interview questions in January 2020.
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EXISTING SPILL RESPONSE PROGRAMS

To meet the NPDES permit requirements, municipalities across the state have implemented spill
response programs related to receiving, responding, and tracking spill reports. Some
municipalities have posted their main phone number and receive few spill and illicit discharge
reports. Other municipalities have implemented robust hotlines or mobile applications that are
integrated with their asset management software.

Municipal interviewees representing 10 jurisdictions were generally pleased with the
functionality and success of their current programs. They indicated that the main barrier to
effective spill response is public awareness and education, which is an ongoing challenge and
identified area for improvement.

The interviewees from state agencies also felt their process worked well overall. From the
perspective of state agencies, perceived barriers for spill reporting include concerns the public is
often unsure of what they are reporting, 911 operators don't always know how to dispatch for a
spill, uneven awareness of what needs to be reported, and how to report among emergency
responders such as fire departments.

CASE STUDIES

Section 3 of this report summarizes feedback from the survey, municipal interviews, state agency
interviews, and technical interviews. Technical interviewees for five different reporting systems
(not restricted to spill response) shared detailed information on the logistics of their systems.
Recommendations from the survey and interviews are summarized in Table ES-1. These
recommendations are relevant to improving existing spill response programs, regardless of
whether a regional spill hotline is implemented.

Table ES-1. Operational and Technical Recommendations.

Topic Recommendations

Receiving reports e Implement a multi-modal program (phone hotline, mobile application, and website)
e Develop a mobile-compatible web page

Routing and e Partner with existing emergency management systems to redirect after-hours reports
responding to e Incorporate dropdown menus to ensure consistent data entry
reports

e Automate notifications based on the geographic area or geotagged images
e Include fire department and police department staff in training activities

Staffing e Partner with existing emergency management systems to redirect after-hours reports
e Incorporate dropdown menus to ensure consistent data entry

Data storage and e Encourage jurisdictions to integrate reporting systems with asset management systems
analytics e Use tracking and reevaluation to assess the data that is being collected

e Conduct additional research on data storage during the next phase of this project
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Table ES-1 (continued). Operational and Technical Recommendations.

Topic Recommendations
Cost and effort of | e Partner with other agencies and work closely across departments and jurisdictions to share
implementation available resources in overlapping areas
and maintenance e Consider using a pre-built mobile application

e Collect additional information regarding the operational cost of existing programs

Public perception e Avoid industry-specific lingo and jargon when communicating with the public

and involvement e Consider reduced fines for reporting an accidental spill caused by the caller's own
organization

e Make sure the spill reporting number is easy to find
e Raise public awareness to improve understanding of where and how to report spills
e Provide two-way communication with the public about the status of their response

Spreading the e Instruct call center attendants to tell people about the mobile application when they call to
word make a report

e Include language regarding special behaviors (such as calling 911 after hours) in the
reporting form and lock this functionality, if possible

e Use routine business inspections as an opportunity to spread the word

e Optimize for search engines so that attempts to search for "spill" or related topics will
result in the correct webpages and phone numbers

e Focus on online ads and materials distributed by local jurisdictions rather than cable
television and billboard advertising

e Collect and respond to user information

e Push communication and public relations initially when something is new
e Include fire department and police department staff in training activities
e Provide instruction to educate the public audience

IMPLEMENTING A NEW HOTLINE

Section 4 of this report summarizes feedback from the survey, municipal interviews, state agency
interviews, and technical interviews specifically related to feedback regarding a new regional
spill response hotline.

Results from the survey and interviews (municipal, state agency, and technical) indicate a general
lack of support for a new regional spill hotline. Participants expressed concern that adding
another reporting method would further confuse the public, negate efforts and investments
made in local systems, and undermine the efficiency of local processes by adding layers of
communication or removing dedicated personnel. Participants stated that some of the issues
that could be addressed by a regional hotline (for example, receiving calls from neighboring
jurisdictions) are not primary concerns.

There was no collective consensus on preferred scale for a regional spill hotline from the survey,
municipal interviews, and state agency interviews. Opinions generally aligned with a preference
to keep existing local hotlines in place, using Ecology’s Environmental Report Tracking System
(ERTS) for statewide coverage, and implementing countywide or multi-countywide programs at
a regional scale.
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Ecology has a different perception of the functionality that could be provided by ERTS in the
role of a regional reporting system. While Ecology does provide statewide coverage for incident
referrals, ERTS is not intended to serve as a reporting system and lacks important functionality
such as querying, analytics, and in-system follow up with the original reporter that would be
needed for a regional spill hotline.

Recommendations from the survey and interviews are summarized in Table ES-2.

Table ES-2. Recommendations for Implementing a New Hotline.

Topic Recommendations

Local preferences e Re-evaluate the concept of a regional spill hotline

and support e Consider converting ERTS to a regional spill hotline that includes improved functionality
and increased staffing (see additional discussion on the limitations of ERTS in Section 4.3
of this report)

e Conduct research on costs during the next phase of this project

Funding e Vet potential funding methods prior to developing a specific recommendation for
implementation

e Consider using monies allocated for a regional spill hotline to increase educational and
awareness-building efforts for individual jurisdictional response programs

e Share information between agencies to reduce costs without reducing service
e Collaborate between stakeholders to ensure everyone's needs are being met
e Share funding for education and outreach

System scale and e Conduct additional research into the available products that could be used to supplement
leadership existing reporting systems
Key features e Use everyday language when developing intake forms that will be used with the public

e Evaluate options for including images of a spill, including geotags

e Ensure that the mobile application or web form can attach more than one image file to a
specific spill report

e Evaluate key software features for a regional spill hotline in more detail during the next
phase of this project

Integration with e Connect the regional spill hotline to existing individual hotline systems
existing systems e Add the new regional spill hotline number to local jurisdiction websites, but retain the
or hotlines local spill hotline number and other reporting methods

The results from the survey, municipal interviews, and state agency interviews indicated that the
creation of a new regional spill hotline is generally not supported at this time. The responses
from the survey and interviews, however, did help to identify several areas where improvements
could be made to existing local spill hotlines and coordination between neighboring
jurisdictions related to spill response. Success stories share several key themes:

e Partnership. Spills and other environmental incidents may happen at any location at any
time and must be addressed quickly. Interdepartmental partnerships combined with
training and resource-sharing with fire, police, and transportation departments can
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facilitate faster notification and rapid spill containment. Partnership with other
emergency management entities can supplement after-hours call management.

e Utilization (and Customization) of Mobile Applications. While phone hotlines are a
popular method for receiving information from the public, pre-built mobile application
features are increasing the efficiency of spill response. These features include
geolocation for improved location accuracy, photo attachments, dropdown menus for
consistent terminology, integration with asset management software, and two-way
communication with the incident reporter. In some cases, mobile application
functionality is used most heavily behind the scenes to coordinate spill response team
efforts, communication, tracking, and analytics.

e Accessibility to the Public. Outreach and education are ongoing needs for any spill
response program. Specific behaviors, such as “Call 911 after hours,” must be built into
the reporting system, which should be easy to understand and available in multiple
languages. Two-way communication with the public helps to spread knowledge about
reporting procedures and let people know that action has been taken.

The initial phase of this feasibility study also identified that there is a great deal of confusion
between jurisdictions and state agencies on the purpose and functionality of ERTS. Some
jurisdictions consider ERTS to currently fill the “regional spill hotline” role because ERTS reports
are received by Ecology regional offices, and the system provides both internal (Ecology) and
external statewide referrals to notify relevant programs, agencies, and other entities of an
incident. Ecology, however, has stated that ERTS is not intended to function as a regional spill
hotline. Ecology noted key deficiencies in the ERTS database functionality such as lack of
analytics, querying, and follow-up capabilities that limit the use of ERTS as a reporting tool. As
stated by survey participants and interviewees, the most obvious course of action would be to
adapt ERTS to achieve functionality desired for a regional reporting system. However, based on
Ecology's response, adapting ERTS to create an Ecology-run program is not a suitable path
forward.

The next phase of this project will evaluate several configuration options for a regional spill
hotline, including software packages/mobile applications and further review of ERTS. A features
matrix will be developed to support local jurisdictions, regional groups, and state agencies in
objectively comparing optional and required functionality for each of the software packages
evaluated. Given the lack of support for a regional hotline to replace or supplement existing
hotlines, the focus of this research will be on systems and features that could provide benefits in
combination with existing local spill hotlines.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the findings from a survey and series of interviews conducted to
evaluate the feasibility of a regional spill reporting hotline. This section provides an overview of
the associated funding and stakeholders, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements, project goals, report goals, and information gathering.
Subsequent sections present the following information:

e Summary of existing spill response programs in Washington
e Spill response program case studies

e Conclusions and recommendations from the survey and interviews conducted with
municipal and state agency staff

e Summary and recommendations for a new regional spill hotline

1.1. PROJECT FUNDING AND STAKEHOLDERS

The regional spill hotline feasibility study is being implemented with funding from the
Stormwater Action Monitoring (SAM) program. The SAM program receives funds from municipal
stormwater permittees as identified in the Phase | and Phase Il NPDES permits.

The feasibility study is a Source Identification Information Repository (SIDIR) project that is
being implemented through the SAM program with oversight from the Stormwater Group
(SWG). The SWG is a collaborative regional coalition of municipal, county, and state agencies.
A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has also been formed to provide guidance and review
deliverables for this feasibility study.

1.2. CURRENT PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

The NPDES municipal stormwater permits issued by the Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology) in Western Washington and Eastern Washington require each permittee to
“implement an ongoing program designed to detect and identify illicit discharges and illicit
connections into the Permittee’s MS4.” The programs are required to have:

“A publicly listed and publicized hotline or other telephone number for public reporting
of spills and other illicit discharges.”

(Western Washington Phase | permit [S5.C.9.c.ii], Western Washington Phase Il permit
[S5.C.5.d.ii], and Eastern Washington Phase Il permit ([S5.B.3.c.v])
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Compliance also requires immediate response to all illicit discharges, including spills that are
determined to constitute a threat to human health, welfare, or the environment (Western
Washington Phase | permit [S5.C.9.d.iv.(a)], Western Washington Phase Il permit [S5.C.5.e.iv.(a)],
Eastern Washington Phase Il permit [S5.B.3.d.iv.(a)]). The Annual Report also includes a
recordkeeping requirement for submitting data that provides additional detail on spill reporting
and response.

1.3. PROJECT GOALS

Due to the variety of municipal reporting options across the region, and the varied levels of
internal training, spill reporting and response can be challenging and can face a lack of
coordination between jurisdictions. Confusion between jurisdictional boundaries and
inconsistent reporting methods across neighboring jurisdictions has resulted in delays in spill
response, inefficiencies, and lost opportunities to prevent environmental damages. The goal of
this feasibility study is to:

Gather information and conduct an assessment on the feasibility and desire
for a regional or statewide common “hotline” for citizens and municipal staff
in Washington State to report spills and environmental incidents.

A regional spill hotline is one way for citizens to report spills and other environmental concerns,
without worrying about where the incident was witnessed. It is intended to remove barriers that
the public might have around reporting spills by providing easy-to-use tools to report a spill
regardless of the location.

A regional spill hotline could make it easier for the public to report any incidents without having
to determine which number to call. A regional spill hotline could also help:

e Improve response times
e Reduce calls that were intended for other jurisdictions
e Promote mutual aid assistance on large cross-jurisdictional spills

e Direct reports to the correct agency while recording regional spills in a searchable
database to track trends and identify patterns

1.4. REPORT GOALS

The goal of this report is to summarize information gathered from a survey and series of
interviews regarding the feasibility of implementing a regional spill hotline. This report also
summarizes available technology, programs to investigate, support (or lack thereof) from local
municipalities and state agencies, and other special considerations. This report uses the term
“reporting systems” as an inclusive term that may incorporate multiple program elements

May 2020

2 Interview Summary Report: Regional Spill Hotline Feasibility Study



including phone numbers, hotlines, mobile applications, web forms, and other spill response
program elements.

1.5. INFORMATION GATHERING OVERVIEW

The information gathering conducted for this feasibility study involved several elements. First, a
broad survey was distributed via email, then detailed phone interviews were conducted with
staff from municipalities and state agencies, and finally a series of technical interviews were
completed. This interview summary report compiles feedback from the following sources:

e Survey

o The purpose of the survey was to collect feedback from a variety of jurisdictions
regarding their current practices, suggestions, and concerns related to the
implementation of a regional spill reporting hotline. This survey was also intended to
identify individuals who would be interested in participating in follow-up interviews
on this topic.

o The survey request was distributed through a variety of email distribution lists
including:

= Stormwater Action Monitoring (SAM)

= Stormwater Work Group (SWG)

= Ecology's WWA and EWA Stormwater listservs

= Ecology's regional municipal stormwater permit coordinator lists

= NPDES Permit Coordinators Group

o Eighty-nine respondents representing municipalities, state agencies, tribes, and
secondary permittees throughout Washington state submitted responses to the
SurveyMonkey survey distributed via email in April 2019.

o Detailed results from the survey are included in Appendix A.
e Municipal Interviews

o The purpose of the municipal interviews was to gain a better understanding of
municipal processes with regard to spill reporting and response, and the barriers to
and benefits of a potential new regional spill hotline.

o Ten phone interviews with Washington municipal staff representing King, Kitsap,
Pierce, and Skagit Counties, and the Cities of Battle Ground, Bellevue, Kennewick,
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Kirkland, Redmond, and Seattle were conducted by Nancy Hardwick (Hardwick
Research) in June 2019.

o Jurisdictions were selected for the phone interviews to represent a variety of city and
county sizes and locations including Phase | counties, Phase | cities, Phase Il counties,
Phase Il cities in the Puget Sound region, a Phase Il city in Southwest Washington,
and a Phase Il city in Eastern Washington. In each interview, at least one of the
participants was involved in spill response for their jurisdiction.

o A detailed interview summary report is included in Appendix B.
e State Agency Interviews

o The purpose of the state agency interviews was to gain a better understanding of
state agencies with regard to spill response, their likes and dislikes of the current
system, and the barriers to and benefits of a potential new regional spill hotline.

o Three phone interviews with agency staff from the Washington Department of Health
(DOH), the Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT), and Ecology were
conducted by Nancy Hardwick (Hardwick Research) in October 2019.

o Agency contacts were selected for the phone interviews based on their connection to
spill reporting and response programs. All of the agency staff interviewed worked at
department headquarters.

o A detailed interview summary report is included in Appendix C.
e Technical Interviews

o The purpose of the technical interviews was to collect additional technical
information on some of the reporting systems already in place that may be useful to
evaluate as an option for a potential new regional spill hotline.

o Three phone interviews with staff from Kitsap County, Seattle Public Utilities (SPU),
and Washington Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) were conducted by
Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc. (Herrera) in November and December 2019.

o Ecology also provided written responses to the technical interview questions
regarding the statewide Environmental Report Tracking System (ERTS) in January
2020.
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Additional supplemental information was also collected from two independent webinars and via
email correspondence with other program contacts including:

e Enlisting Citizens webinar hosted on January 12, 2017 (New Castle County Department of
Special Services). This program was explored as a candidate for the technical interview
list; however, it was not selected for a phone interview.

e SeeClickFix — Model for Regional Stormwater Management webinar hosted on
September 19, 2019 (Kitsap County). A follow-up phone interview was conducted to
gather more detailed information about this program.

e Personal communication with David Kravik on November 6, 2019 (Minnesota
Department of Public Safety, Bureau of Criminal Apprehension). This program was
explored as a candidate for the technical interview list; however, it was not selected for a
phone interview.
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2. EXISTING SPILL RESPONSE PROGRAMS

To meet the NPDES permit requirements, municipalities across the state have implemented spill
response programs related to receiving, responding, and tracking spill reports. Some
municipalities have posted their main phone number and receive few spill and illicit discharge
reports. Other municipalities have implemented robust hotlines or mobile applications that are
integrated with their asset management software. Information on the varied spill response
programs that are used to meet NPDES permit requirements is summarized in the following
subsections.

2.1. OVERVIEW

When asked how their municipality currently tracks illicit discharge reports, 88 respondents to
the survey indicated that the most commonly used method for tracking illicit discharge reports
is a spreadsheet (43 percent), followed by a database (40 percent). Results are summarized in
Table 1.

Table 1. lllicit Discharge Report Tracking Methods.

How does your jurisdiction currently

track illicit discharge reports? Percent of Respondents Number of Respondents?
Spreadsheet 43% 38

Database 40% 35

Other 32% 28

Proprietary software 31% 27

Hard copy notes 26% 23

8 Respondents could select more than one applicable tracking method.

Survey participants that selected specific proprietary software or other, included the following
responses:

o SeeClickFix e (Cartegraph

e Maximo e Requested reports from Ecology’s ERTS

e Lucity e Mobile311 from Facility Dude

e ESRI ArcGIS Online e Forms prepared by Ecology

e Cityworks e In-house custom systems

e iWorq e Other third-party mobile applications
May 2020
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There is a large list of options for systems designed to receive reports, distribute them to staff,
and track actions taken to address the spill.

2.2. SPILL RESPONSE WORKFLOWS

Each municipality has implemented a unique workflow related to their local needs. Some
municipalities are seeking to improve, while others are happy with their existing programs.
Generally, 50 to 90 percent of spill reports received by municipalities through their spill/illicit
discharge hotlines came from the general public. Other sources included Ecology’s ERTS,
government staff or agencies, emergency responders, public transportation agencies, waste
haulers and towing companies. Of the 10 municipalities interviewed, most felt they rarely
received calls that were not in their jurisdiction (see Appendix B).

“99 percent of calls are in our city limits; and if they're
on the border, we'll go anyway.” [City]

State agencies said that spill reports were made by wastewater operators, other NPDES permit
holders, local agencies, ERTS and sometimes by the general public.

During the day, most jurisdictions interviewed have a live person to answer calls (either direct or
routed to them through a department switchboard); however, calls were directed to voicemail in
some cases when busy on other calls. A few jurisdictions take advantage of mobile applications
that make reporting of complete information, including images, easier and faster. Only a few
jurisdictions integrate their spill response into other software systems. Most jurisdictions
integrate their spill response into utility or maintenance groups where the spill response
activities are tracked like any other work order.

After hours, spill reporting varies more significantly between jurisdictions. Many jurisdictions
integrate their spill response with other emergency systems for off-hours calls. The dispatchers
are highly trained to gather information and forward it appropriately. Some jurisdictions have
on-call staff take an office phone home to answer calls directly; others have calls routed to them
via an answering service or 911 dispatch, sometimes with customized forms to be filled out. At
the other end of the spectrum are jurisdictions where calls were left on voicemail or sent via
ERTS and not responded to until the next business day.

Ecology integrates ERTS with their internal Spills Program Integrated Information System (SPIIS).
SPIIS was created to collect additional information not included in ERTS to facilitate spill
response and to provide a better crosswalk with the information necessary for participation in
the Pacific States British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force.
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2.2.1. What’s Working Well?

According to the municipal interviews, nearly all jurisdictions interviewed felt their processes
worked well (see Appendix B). Many had spent years developing their response programs and
educating emergency responders, and the public call levels were high with good information
provided. Typically, if any improvements were desired, they were around the areas of outreach
and education.

“Getting people to associate what they see [a spill] with
calling that number seems to be a hurdle.” [City]

The interviewees from state agencies also felt their process worked well overall (see

Appendix C). Reasons included many avenues to report spills to a live person, ability to report
anonymously, generally fast response times to spills, and the belief that ERTS worked well and
sent them what they needed to know.

2.2.2. Barriers to Effective Spill Response

Of the 10 municipal interviewees, most jurisdictions felt public awareness was the biggest barrier
to reporting of spills (see Appendix B). Other barriers were limited understanding of what a
reportable spill is, difficulty finding the number on poorly designed websites, language barriers
for immigrant residents, or poor cell coverage.

Of the 10 municipal interviewees, most jurisdictions felt
public awareness was the biggest barrier to reporting of
spills.

From the perspective of state agencies, perceived barriers for spill reporting include concerns
the public is often unsure of what they are reporting, 911 operators don’t always know how to
dispatch for a spill, uneven awareness of what needs to be reported, and how to report among
emergency responders such as fire departments (see Appendix C).

2.2.3. Room for Improvement

Despite feeling that their current programs worked well, interview participants had some goals
and suggestions to improve functionality and efficiency of their programs. Municipal
interviewees generally felt that their software solutions, spill response and mobilization efforts,
responder training, and interagency communication processes were working well (see
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Appendix B). They identified room for improvement primarily in public outreach, stating the
following areas for improvement:

e Teaching the general public the correct number to call (how to report a spill)
e Training specific industries such as carpet cleaners

e Clarifying the differences between storm and sanitary sewers

e C(larifying how to determine what constitutes a spill

e The importance of reporting spills promptly

One county felt their website was not user friendly and not mobile friendly, which hampered
citizens' reporting, and another would like to switch to an answering service so that callers could
always speak to a live person.

The improvements suggested by state agencies were related to broader functionality of
reporting systems (see Appendix C), including:

e Fewer delays in initial reporting

e Better methods (email or text) to disseminate information to their department’s
“customers”

e Outreach to make it easier for reporters to understand the legal requirements for
reporting

e Better alignment between state and federal reporting requirements

e Modifications to ERTS to allow notifications to be received continuously rather than in a
batch on Monday morning

To explore these topics in more detail, four spill response programs were selected as case
studies for in-depth interviews about the technical aspects of program operations. Information
gathered from these technical interviews is presented in Section 3 of this report.
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3. CASE STUDIES

Herrera conducted follow-up technical interviews with staff involved with four reporting systems
to discuss operational components of their reporting systems. Topics covered during these
interviews and summarized in this section include:

e Receiving reports

e Routing and responding to reports

e Staffing

e Data storage and analytics

e Cost and effort of implementation and maintenance
e Public perception and involvement

e Spreading the word

Three phone interviews were conducted, and a set of written comments to the technical
interview questions was provided covering four different reporting systems. Highlights of these
four reporting systems (or case studies) are summarized in Table 2. This section also integrates
feedback from the survey, municipal interviews, and state agency interviews. Recommendations
included in this section are relevant to improving existing spill response programs, regardless of
whether a regional spill hotline is implemented.
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Table 2. Reporting System Highlights.

Kitsap1 and
SeeClickFix

SPU
Spill Response Program

Squeal on Pigs!
Feral Swine Campaign

Washington
Invasives App

Environmental Report
Tracking System (ERTS)

Logo

@

Kitsap

\
\
N

AR
/I)}’l

DEPARTMENT OF

Operated by

Kitsap County

Seattle Public Utilities
(SPU)

Washington State
Recreation and
Conservation Office

Washington State
Recreation and
Conservation Office

Washington State
Department of Ecology

Main Purpose

Receive and respond to
complaints from the

Receive and respond to
spill incidents reported

Detect and respond to
the presence of feral

Report presence of
invasive species and

Accountability tool to
receive and refer

participating Phase Il
cities)

and ldaho)

American database)

public related to spills, by the public pigs distribute information to | environmental
stormwater system, etc. landowners complaints to different
programs at Ecology
Coverage Countywide Citywide Multistate Statewide Statewide
(Kitsap County and (City of Seattle) (Washington, Oregon, (also, part of a North

Receiving Reports

Kitsap1 Call Center,
SeeClickFix mobile
application, or webpage

Hotline calls are directed
to SPU call center

800 hotline number
(answered by an external
answering service)

Mobile application

Call, email, web form, or
hard copy letter from
public and permittees

Unique Aspects

SeeClickFix mobile
application is integrated
with the Cartegraph
asset management
system

Third-party Active911
application (designed for
fire response) is used
internally to coordinate
spill response; staff
receive directions to the
spill and can alert spill
response team if new
information becomes
available

Contracted with Public
Relations firm to
advertise the program

Data is validated and
posted for public
download; hosted "first
detection" training for
Master Gardeners and
Stewardship training
programs to kickstart
use of the tool

Customized database
maintained in-house; not
intended to serve as a
regional reporting
system

May 2020

12

Interview Summary Report: Regional Spill Hotline Feasibility Study



3.1. RECEIVING REPORTS

3.1.1. Summary of Feedback

The programs evaluated utilize a variety of methods to receive spill reports, but predominantly
focus on three methods: 1) calls, 2) mobile applications, and 3) web forms. Feedback from the
survey and technical interviews is summarized below.

3.1.1.1. Survey

During the survey for this project, nearly 80 percent of respondents indicated that they would
prefer a phone hotline with an actual person answering the phone. Many respondents selected
several options; both web forms and mobile application interfaces were also selected by
approximately 60 percent of respondents (Table 3). Detailed survey responses can be found in
Appendix A.

Table 3. Preferred Regional Spill Hotline Interface.

If a regional spill hotline were implemented, what interface(s) Percent of Number of
would you prefer? Respondents Respondents?
Phone hotline with an actual person answering the phone 79% 68

(caller would convey the location and spill details to the person
answering the hotline)

Website (user would enter location and spill details) 60% 52
Mobile application (auto locate and/or user would enter location and 58% 50
spill details)

Other® 15% 13

8 Respondents could select more than one preferred interface.

b “Other” was an open text field for survey respondents who did not feel that any answer choices applied to them. Respondents

were asked to provide a written response if they selected "Other.” See Appendix A for specific survey responses.

3.1.1.2. Technical Interviews

@ Kitsap County uses three methods (calls, mobile applications, and web forms) via
the Kitsap1 Call Center, SeeClickFix mobile application, and their website. Despite
Kitsap [T differing external user experiences for the three methods, all reports are still
being entered into the SeeClickFix system for consistency (call center attendants
enter data directly into the SeeClickFix interface). Based on Kitsap County’s
experience and surveys, people are more likely to submit a report if they do not
have to interact with another person. Mobile application use is continually
increasing, but the call-in option is still widely used and beneficial for citizens that
are less comfortable with technology. Even with a robust mobile application, the
Kitsap County program is still reliant on their call center to receive and distribute
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urgent after-hours reports; the mobile application has a built-in feature to direct
users to call 911 if they're reporting a spill after hours.

The City of Seattle uses a mobile application internally to manage incoming
reports and track spill response activities, but they use a hotline to receive reports
from the public. Calls are managed by the dispatch center for SPU; calls are then
entered into a third-party mobile application (Active911) interface and distributed
to spill response staff. The Active911 mobile application is integrated with SPU'’s
Maximo asset management system. The City of Seattle also has a water quality
hotline for non-spill-related complaints.

The Squeal on Pigs! Hotline relies entirely on calls rather than a mobile
application. The 800 number, which was contracted with an external answering
service, can be called by anyone. A form will pop up on the call center employee’s
screen with fill-in-the-blank questions rather than dropdown menus. Information
can be organized and sent to leads at different organizations based on
geographic location automatically (but distribution issues have occurred due to
typos). This is a newer program that has not yet been heavily used by the public,
although this may be due to the small population of wild pigs in Washington.

The WA Invasives mobile application was initially set up primarily as a web-based
data entry form, but this method proved difficult to act upon due to low data
credibility (issues with accurate transcribing and problems with spelling/typing
errors that led to misdirection of reports). To rectify this, the Washington
Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) partnered with the University of
Georgia to develop a custom mobile application that feeds into a larger North
American database of invasive species data. Spatial data and photos are validated
prior to releasing the data for public download. This migration has resulted in
fewer reports overall, which is likely due to the collected data being verified for
accuracy.

Ecology has staff who manually enter information received via call, email, web
form, or hard copy letter into the in-house custom ERTS database. There is also a
spill database called SPIIS for spill responders to enter their reports, which
autogenerates an ERTS report that is linked back to the original SPIIS report. SPIIS
is a primary method to receive after-hours reports, in addition to contracting with
the Washington Emergency Management Division to receive after-hours calls.

Some permittees use ERTS as their primary mode for reporting compliance to
Ecology and ensuring that incidents are referred to relevant entities statewide.
Despite this practice, Ecology requires local jurisdictions to maintain their own
notification systems and does not view ERTS as a regional reporting tool.

May 2020

14

Interview Summary Report: Regional Spill Hotline Feasibility Study



3.1.2. Conclusions and Recommendations

Ideally, a unified underlying system should be in place to ensure consistent reporting practices
across all modes for improved data management and analytics. For example, call centers might
enter caller information directly into a standardized mobile application interface.

Ideally, a unified underlying system should be in place
to ensure consistent reporting practices across all modes
for improved data management and analytics.

Opinions on mobile applications are mixed. There is concern that the effort to download a
mobile application may dissuade users from submitting a report, especially if the user considers
the spill to be a minor issue. This concern was stated both in the survey and expressed during
the Enlisting Citizens webinar (New Castle County). The New Castle County Department of Public
Services opted to use a Google Voice number for call, email, and web form routing, rather than
a mobile application that people wouldn’t download. In contrast, many participants expect
younger residents to be more comfortable with mobile applications, and Kitsap County
encountered many people who preferred not to interact with anyone via phone. They have
observed increases in mobile application usage and expect further increases with future public
outreach efforts.

Based on participant feedback, transition to a fully automated mobile application only or
automated call system would not be feasible for regional spill response. Even with robust mobile
application systems, considerations must be made for after-hours emergency response. For
complex situations, many interviewees emphasized the need for a real person with training to
properly direct incoming reports. Calling is still a popular method for making reports and most
accessible to citizens who are less comfortable with technology.

Looking to the future as younger generations may be interacting with these programs, one
survey respondent also suggested social media platforms as a consideration for future program
management.

Recommendations for receiving reports include:

e Implement a multi-modal program (including a phone hotline with real person
answering, mobile application, and website) for receiving reports

e Develop a mobile-compatible webpage, which can still be accessed via mobile phone
but does not require downloading a separate mobile application
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3.2. ROUTING AND RESPONDING TO REPORTS

3.2.1. Summary of Feedback

A marker of success for a spill response program is whether incoming reports can be correctly
routed to the appropriate staff for an expedient response. Municipalities have encountered
many barriers to successful implementation, including:

e Poor location information provided by the caller

e Confusion over the responsible jurisdiction (especially at jurisdictional boundaries) due
to poor location accuracy and other misinformation

e Inconsistent data entry or typos that lead to misdirection or improper categorization of
spills

e Making sure that urgent calls reach the appropriate staff outside of working hours
e Maintaining updated contact information when there is staff turnover

Feedback from the survey and technical interviews is summarized below.

3.2.1.1. Survey

During the survey, when asked how they would like to receive reports from a regional hotline,
approximately 87 percent of the 76 respondents indicated that email would be the preferred
method to receive information, followed by a forwarded call to the existing discharge hotline
(nearly 60 percent of respondents) (see Table 4). Detailed survey responses can be found in
Appendix A.

Table 4. Conveying Information from the Regional Spill Hotline to Local Jurisdictions.

If a regional spill hotline were implemented, Percent of Number of

how would you like to receive information? Respondents Respondents?
Email 87% 76
Forwarded call to your existing illicit discharge hotline 59% 51

Text message 24% 21

Web map 20% 17

Other® 13% 11

8 Respondents could select more than one method.

b “Other” was an open text field for survey respondents who did not feel that any answer choices applied to them. Respondents

were asked to provide a written response if they selected “"Other.” See Appendix A for specific survey responses.

Multiple written responses questioned the value of a regional hotline if it forwarded to local
numbers. Specific written suggestions included a time-based notification (hotline during
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working hours, text message after working hours) or an urgency-based notification (email only
for lower priority reports). Other comments requested to bypass the existing hotline and directly
contact staff or provide a mobile application notification.

3.2.1.2. Technical Interviews

Some systems have multiple modes of alerting staff based on personal preferences, which are
configured into the routing system. In one example, the Google Voice number used by New
Castle County (Enlisting Citizens Webinar) allows for easy routing of calls, texts, emails, and web
forms to any destination or person. Other systems use less automation and rely on staff
knowledge and interagency contacts to funnel reports. When the Minnesota Department of
Public Safety (DPS) receives a call, staff fill out a report and send the report to the agency of
interest; after-hours contact numbers have been provided by each agency that receives calls
through DPS.

@ Kitsap County receives all reports through the SeeClickFix system (even calls
made to the call center, which are then entered into the mobile application

USRI  interface). Call routing varies depending on location and spill category, which is an
automatic function configured in the mobile application. Different people might
be assigned for different report types (e.g., maintenance vs. spill response).
Reports are automatically routed to the asset management system for certain
types of reports, and there is backup routing to the call center for high-urgency
reports. The mobile application enables two-way communication with the person
who initiated the report.

After hours, there are designated on-call employees who take home an iPad that
will notify them of any reports. The mobile application instructs users to call 911
after hours, so the on-call staff will also receive a call to wake them up if needed.
According to Kitsap County, the SeeClickFix mobile application has improved their
response time from 24 hours to 15 minutes.

\ \ The City of Seattle’s goal is to be on site within an hour. They stated that a call
GI‘\ center is necessary; email or voicemail is not sufficient to meet their goal. Once
I the call comes in, dispatchers use the Active911 mobile application interface to
distribute information to the spill response team via email, text, mobile application
notifications, and some pagers, which are customized by personal preference.

For the Squeal on Pigs! program, the data entry form generates an email list of
responders to notify based on the geographic area selected via a dropdown
@ menu. Reports are often routed to all three states to ensure timely responsiveness.
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3.2.2.

Reports for the WA Invasives mobile application are validated by a team of
expert biologists, entomologists, epidemiologists, and invasive species managers
before being made available for public download. The RCO'’s goal is to respond on
the same day that reports are received, although it may take up to 2 weeks for the
observation to be validated. When appropriate, the landowner who made the
report is provided with information on invasive species management to
implement actions on their own land. The specific action taken depends on the
spatial distribution and type of invasive species present.

ERTS is described by Ecology as a referral system. Incident reports are manually
routed by the ERTS Coordinator to notify relevant internal programs (such as the
Spills Program) or external parties (other state and local agencies) about the
incident. The ERTS Coordinator selects the referrals based on the incident and
associated jurisdiction or need for response. Once referral agencies are selected
within the ERTS software, an email notification is autogenerated based on an
assigned email for the respective agency. Regional Ecology staff maintain this
external contact information.

For the internal Spills Program, the ERTS Coordinator may directly call or page the
on-call responder (including after hours). The majority of referrals are for spills
that do not meet the requirements for an Ecology spill response.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Effective spill response is heavily dependent on making sure that incoming reports are quickly
and correctly redirected to the appropriate jurisdiction and associated spill response staff.
Within the reporting systems discussed during this study, varying levels of automation have
been implemented, ranging from manual call routing to built-in mobile application capabilities
that route reports based on incident type and location. Challenges that may be faced by a
regional system include:

e Maintaining updated contact information across multiple agencies when staff turnover
occurs

e Inconsistent data entry by call centers, internal staff, or the public that could lead to
misdirection of an incoming report

e Nuanced knowledge of the appropriate agencies or entities that should be notified
based on the incident type and location, which requires trained staff to receive reports

e Coverage during off hours
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Existing systems have offset some of these challenges by utilizing partnerships or incorporating
automation features. Recommendations for programs include:

e Partner with existing emergency management systems to redirect reports received after

hours.

e Incorporate dropdown menus to ensure consistent data entry and reduce the likelihood
of routing errors due to typos.

e Automate notifications based on the geographic area or geotagged images where an
event occurred; this was indicated as a desired feature by multiple respondents, and is
already utilized by some programs.

e Include fire department and police department staff in training activities to facilitate
faster notification of spill incidents.

3.3. STAFFING

3.3.1.

Summary of Feedback

Most hotlines and mobile applications require staff support for both set up and ongoing
maintenance either from internal IT departments or from a third-party vendor. Staffing needs
(and level of expertise) vary based on the volume of reports typically received by an agency and
the report routing methods employed by that agency. Feedback from the technical interviews is
summarized below.

3.3.1.1.

K1

May 2020

Technical Interviews

Kitsap County does not require technical IT support for administration of
their SeeClickFix mobile application because the mobile application is
managed by a third-party vendor and has an intuitive user interface that
allows for customization by County staff. After an initial period of testing
and adjustment, the County no longer spends much time managing the
mobile application itself, except to onboard other participating
departments. Mobile device management is accomplished by a system that
automatically pushes updates to the devices.

The County uses iPads for their trained spill response team to take home
when they are on call outside of work hours. The mobile application will
send alerts to notify staff and is programmed to notify various contacts
depending on the type and location of the spill report. The mobile
application also directs residents to call 911 after hours. If the iPad alert
does not wake up staff for response, 911 operators have a contact list for
on-call staff and will call to wake them up.
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The City of Seattle has dedicated staff to maintain their system (internal
mobile application maintenance, confirm categorization of spill, check
format and distribution of reports) after reports are entered by the call
center dispatchers. Although dispatchers are not spill experts, they have a
specific spill intake form with dropdown menus and have been trained on
this topic. There is a list of pollutants to select, etc. The intake form can be
customized by SPU staff to create different call types and make other
updates to the system.

Squeal on Pigs! hotline calls are routed to appropriate agency staff in the
three states. One issue stated during the interview is that the three-state
partnership makes it difficult to ensure consistency in answering questions
across organizations, and there is also a slow process to get the mobile
application updated. Washington staff would need to contact Oregon staff
(currently managing the hotline) if they would like to make any changes to
the system.

The WA Invasives mobile application uses a database that is managed and
maintained by the University of Georgia. There is minimal RCO involvement
regarding technical aspects of mobile application operations and
maintenance. The data validation process requires staff that are technically
proficient in invasive species identification.

There is one dedicated ERTS coordinator in each of the four Ecology
regional offices, plus additional backup ERTS coordinators when needed,
based on volume of calls typical for each office. ERTS coordinators are hired
as entry-level personnel and trained to refer initial reports to the
appropriate internal and external agencies. Owners for each program are
responsible for assigning the ERTS reports to staff for follow up. Designated
follow-up staff are typically permit managers, technical experts, or spill
responders.

Database administrators and IT staff are involved in managing the system
and implementing updates when needed.

Partnerships are also in place with the internal Spill Program and
Washington Emergency Management Division (EMD); phone system
notifications after hours are managed by spill responders via the SPIIS
system and referred by EMD. The referral process involves Ecology staff in
other programs for follow-up action as needed, and procedures are in place
to notify management staff for reports with significant environmental
impacts and ongoing response requirements.
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The responses from the technical interviews indicated that the most difficult staffing element of
spill response is managing the response effort and making sure that urgent reports get to the
correct person, specifically during evenings, weekends, and other times when specialized spill
response staff may be scattered, asleep, or otherwise difficult to reach, as discussed in

Section 3.2. Regardless of the scale of the system for receiving calls, local staff must be notified
of urgent calls and be able to coordinate closely with internal team members to respond
effectively to spills.

Systems that lack a constrained structure may struggle
to ensure consistency when staff across multiple
agencies interact with the system.

3.3.2. Conclusions and Recommendations

Specialized IT support related to implementation, operations, and maintenance of a hotline
system and associated database may not be necessary if a third-party mobile application is
used. This is a common practice; mobile applications can provide a user interface that is easy to
configure and that allow dropdown menus to ensure consistency for dispatchers and
non-specialized staff to input data into the system. It can be difficult to ensure consistent data
entry for systems that lack a constrained structure, especially when staff across multiple
departments, jurisdictions, or agencies are interacting with the system. These data
inconsistencies can limit functionality of the system and make it difficult to classify and
distribute reports.

Recommendations associated with staffing are primarily related to providing tools that improve
data consistency for incoming reports, which reduces the burden on staff assigned to interpret,
distribute, and/or respond to those reports. Recommendations for staffing include:

e Use dropdown menus and structured forms to improve consistency of data entry.

e Partner with existing emergency management systems to redirect reports received after
hours.

3.4. DATA STORAGE AND ANALYTICS

3.4.1. Summary of Feedback

Record retention is another important element for consideration when evaluating a hotline or
mobile application. Records related to the NPDES permits are required to be retained for a
minimum of 5 years; however, what is publicly visible can be available for less than that amount
of time. Complexities associated with data storage include the need for follow up to incident
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reports and the desire for querying and analytic functionality. This topic was discussed in detail
during the case study interviews; systems covered range from those relying on external storage
facilitated by a third-party mobile application to custom-built databases that are managed in
house. Feedback from the technical interviews is summarized below.

3.4.1.1. Technical Interviews

@ The Kitsap County SeeClickFix mobile application is hosted on Amazon Web
Services (AWS). The County’s record management policies state that purging
should occur after a certain timeline; data management meets the state standards

for archiving. The County can access older records (all requests ever made) as
needed, but content visible to public is removed after 72 hours when the request
is closed.

Now that records are available for multiple years, the County can analyze data for
more efficient response and is incorporating results into their Capital
Improvement Project (CIP) planning. Analytics include report items (location, type
of spill or issue, whether it went into a storm drain, geolocated photos, etc.).
Because the system is integrated with the County’s asset management software,
additional analytics include the type of repair/fix, labor and cost of response, and
response time to closeout.

by a consultant) that is used once responders arrive at the spill. Responders use
this database for analytics, accessing permit compliance information, evidence to
support enforcement, etc. Responders do not analyze information directly from
the Active911 mobile application database or dispatch calls.

a||§ The City of Seattle has a Dynamics database (Microsoft product application built

The Squeal on Pigs! hotline is a new hotline and has not received many calls,
which may be due to the small number of wild pigs present in Washington. No
information is currently kept on record; the assumption is that the receiving
agency would be responsible for archiving and maintaining this data.

The WA Invasives mobile application feeds data into a North American database.
A third party was paid to compile everything in one location. The updated mobile

,})’,‘ application includes a spatial and photo data validation process that has
ultimately resulted in fewer, but more accurate, reports. Initially RCO encouraged
people to report regardless of certainty of their observations. After analytics
revealed that a high percentage of reports were not correctly identifying invasive
species, the RCO put together look-alike guides for specific invasive species and
news releases on correct plant identification to improve public understanding.
There is a built-in process to review data, workflow analysis for actions taken, and
internal analysis of response/team workflows.
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3.4.2.

During the process to merge with University of Georgia, a snapshot was taken of
previous data and uploaded into new system. The Council would like it to be there
“forever.” If data is taken down, the Council would like to track it. Currently it is
possible to go back through the data and make corrections. Long-term record
keeping is currently not planned beyond 7 years, but data management prices
currently are presumed inexpensive; thus, this item is under consideration.

The RCO is using Survey123 through ArcGIS to track outreach events, which
allows them to upload photos and track different metrics for who is capturing
data. This allowed the Council to improve reporting and packaging findings to
send to other organizations. It also allowed the Council to analyze specific metrics
such as whether they were reaching a statewide audience.

Initial reports are stored as attachments in ERTS. Some reports are stored both in
ERTS and in their respective program databases (e.g., SPIIS). ERTS has limited
functionality for data analytics. Functionality is not available in ERTS to export to
Excel, create charts, or query data. Time stamps are created for reports received
and entered, but cannot be used in an analysis query in ERTS. Response times may
be skewed because they are based on when staff update the report in ERTS and
are not based on actual response times.

ERTS does not facilitate tracking or communication regarding report follow up or
status. Ecology staff typically manage their follow-up data outside of ERTS (e.g.,
Spills Program staff use SPIIS, and Water Quality Program staff primarily use the
PARIS database). External referral follow up is handled manually via email.

The 2019 ERTS redevelopment effort added some functionality to reduce internal
emails and replace with ERTS software routing.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Analysis can help jurisdictions with annual reporting and implementation of system
improvements. Programs that make use of mobile applications or integrated asset management
systems have broad capabilities to analyze response time, cost, and trends over time; these
robust analytics can improve response time dramatically and contribute significantly to program

success.

Analysis is often more difficult to run for in-house, custom-built systems. A lack of querying and
analytic capabilities was noted as a key deficiency for ERTS, which prevents the database from
functioning as a regional reporting system.
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Recommendations related to data storage and analytics include:

e Encourage jurisdictions to integrate reporting systems with asset management systems
(where applicable) to take advantage of additional tracking capabilities, such as cost of
incident response

e Implement tracking and reevaluation to assess the data that is being collected

e Conduct additional research on data storage during the next phase of this project since
this topic was not discussed in detail by interviewees and will require additional research
to determine regional system needs

3.5. CoST AND EFFORT OF IMPLEMENTATION AND
MAINTENANCE

3.5.1. Summary of Feedback

Cost and effort of implementation varies depending on the selected technology and
partnerships with existing programs. Feedback from the municipal, state agency, and technical
interviews is summarized below.

3.5.1.1. Municipal Interviews

During the municipal interviews, it was determined that most jurisdictions did not specifically
track the costs of their spill hotlines or spill response. Rather, these costs are buried in
department budgets and work order tracking. Only one county interviewed has an established
budget for spill cleanup and was able to track costs.

3.5.1.2. State Agency Interviews

During the state agency interviews, the Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT) was the only state agency that indicated that they actively tracked costs associated
with administering spill response.

3.5.1.3. Technical Interviews

Both Kitsap County and the City of Seattle utilize a call center that is shared with other
emergency reporting programs. The call center expense is not attributed solely to the spill
response program.
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Kitsap County reported a low implementation cost. The SeeClickFix mobile
application vendor offers a startup service, but Kitsap County opted to do their
own configuration in house via the SeeClickFix user interface. Besides their own
labor, the cost of implementation was minimal. After an initial adjustment period
to refine the mobile application workflow hat was labor intensive, the County now
spends little time on mobile application configuration or maintenance. Ongoing
cost per year for the SeeClickFix mobile application is based on size of the
jurisdiction. Kitsap County pays approximately $25,000 per year based on
population, including the Phase Il cities.

For the City of Seattle, the Active911 mobile application costs $10 per user per
year (total number of users was not reported by Seattle). Seattle spends an
estimated 4 to 6 hours per year updating or reconfiguring the mobile application
component, which is not a significant burden. Technical aspects of the mobile
application are all maintained externally by Active911. The most time spent was on
the initial set up. Special features (such as templates for Geographic Response
Plans [GRPs]) and add-ons can add time and complexity.

The Squeal on Pigs! hotline is a tri-state effort, and initial and ongoing costs are
divided between the three participating states (Washington, Oregon, and Idaho).
A public outreach campaign was an integral part of the initial hotline setup and
messaging was coordinated with a public outreach firm at a cost of approximately
$20,000. The exact cost of the hotline set up is unknown, but there are additional
maintenance and answering service fees associated with this service.

The WA Invasives mobile application was initially custom built. Developing this
mobile application initially cost less than $30,000; however, it cost roughly
$100,000 to merge the information into a North American invasive species
database maintained by the University of Georgia. Ongoing pricing for mobile
application management is coordinated with the University of Georgia. An
observation was made that mobile application updates do not go out to bid,
indicating a relatively low maintenance cost, although the exact amount is
unknown.

Ecology did not report the initial cost for ERTS database implementation.
Ongoing costs for ERTS include staffing ERTS Coordinator positions, cost of
internal operations, and monthly fees for the database. An ERTS update was
launched in June 2019 after a 2-year redevelopment project and is currently in a
roll-out phase. The total cost of the update was not provided, but database
updates were extensive.

The amount of time spent on ERTS operations varies by regional office; the
Northwest Regional Office receives the highest volume of reports, which requires
a full-time ERTS Coordinator with several backups. Other regional offices receive a
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lower volume of reports. The system is considered generally reliable but has gone
down occasionally during an update or loss of internet connection. During
outages, ERTS Coordinators take reports by hand until the system is running
again.

3.5.2. Conclusions and Recommendations

Most jurisdictions interviewed use third-party vendors to develop and maintain their mobile
applications. Setup costs can vary depending on the amount of customization needed. Ongoing
maintenance costs also vary depending on whether this is handled internally or externally by a
third-party vendor. Recommendations for lowering the setup and operational costs include:

e Partner with other agencies and work closely across departments and jurisdictions to
share available resources in overlapping areas

e Consider using a pre-built mobile application

e Collect additional information regarding the cost of existing programs; limited
information was provided by interviewees regarding operational costs

3.6. PuBLIC PERCEPTION AND INVOLVEMENT

3.6.1. Summary of Feedback

Public perception and education are ongoing challenges for spill response programs. Programs
struggle not only to differentiate their spill response hotline from other emergency hotlines, but
also to make sure that the public is informed and can provide accurate reports. See Section 3.7
for more information on advertising and education strategies.

It is important to have public support for a spill
reporting system to make sure that citizens will
continue to submit reports.

Feedback from the municipal and technical interviews is summarized below.

3.6.1.1. Municipal Interviews

Public outreach was listed as a desired improvement by many jurisdictions during the municipal
interviews (see Appendix B). Some of the municipal staff interviewed recommended providing
educational materials and reporting options in the primary non-English languages spoken in a
particular jurisdiction. Quick translation methods should also be available to improve spill
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response times if needed. Standardized online reporting forms with check boxes instead of open
text fields may also help facilitate spill reporting in non-English languages since they can be
translated to English more quickly.

To benefit public perception and involvement, consider
providing educational materials and reporting options
(n the primary non-English languages spoken in a
particular jurisdiction.

3.6.1.2. Technical Interviews

Kitsap County stated that the public like the SeeClickFix mobile application and
that mobile application usage is increasing, even prior to planned advertising
efforts. The public can see data posted to the online map, and there is two-way
communication to let the public know when reports have been addressed.

The City of Seattle hotline number has been the same for the past 8 years. The
City has optimized an effective response program and their primary public
concern regarding spill reporting is that adding a new regional hotline number
would confuse citizens that are already familiar with their hotline.

The Squeal on Pigs! hotline is a new hotline, so no information is currently
available on public perception and involvement.

The RCO stated that there is a difficult balance between providing the public with
a quick response to their WA Invasives mobile application submission and taking
the time to confirm the accuracy of the report.

The RCO conducted a survey over the past several years and found that the public
was unlikely to use the WA Invasives mobile application to report again in the
future. As a result, the RCO tried to improve responsiveness and personable
interactions via thank you notes and communication at an individual level.
Automatic notification was helpful as a solution to improve responsiveness. RCO
responders also tried to improve response times (e.g., to fly or drive out that day
to investigate). Landowners now receive information to address invasive species
issues themselves, and improved reporting accuracy due to public education
helps to better inform agencies of what action to take depending on spatial
distribution. The RCO emphasizes communication with landowners and the public
on the process and reasons for rapid or slower response times.
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The public does not often comment on ERTS. Primary complaints are regarding
Sw=  expedient follow up and resolution of the reported incident, and feelings that calls
are "lost” in the system bureaucracy.

External agencies have complained that the report format is not easy to read and
cannot often be received (in .ZIP format) due to email security blocks. The agency
receiving the referral cannot view the entire list of referred entities to determine
which other agencies have been notified, which can hinder coordination efforts.
ERTS also lacks built-in functionality to communicate incident close out. Updates
to ERTS reports are sent manually via email to all notified agencies, outside of the
ERTS database. The current system does not allow reports to be “re-sent” through
the auto-notification system.

3.6.2. Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the municipal and technical interviews, local hotline numbers are typically well
advertised, and usage of the hotlines, mobile applications, and web reporting continues to grow
without the need for new advertising campaigns.

Other recommendations related to public perception and involvement include:
e Avoid industry-specific lingo and jargon when communicating with the public.

e Consider reduced fines for reporting an accidental spill caused by the caller's own
organization; charges may be a deterrent to reporting accidents.

e Make sure the spill reporting number is easy to find.
e Raise public awareness to improve understanding of where and how to report spills.

e Provide two-way communication with the public about the status of their response to
encourage continued use of mobile applications.

3.7. SPREADING THE WORD

3.7.14. Summary of Feedback

Feedback from the municipal and technical interviews is summarized below.

3.7.1.1. Municipal Interviews

Specific to implementation of a regional spill hotline, advertising was seen by most municipal
interviewees as more of a problem than a benefit since it may reduce the effectiveness of their
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individual educational campaigns for their local spill hotlines. Municipal interviewees pointed
out that advertising is not as expensive as it used to be since so much of it can be done over
social media. Some municipal interviewees that had minimal or no advertising budget were
cautiously interested in the potential for increased awareness of spills and spill reporting for
their residents.

3.7.1.2.

Technical Interviews

In a targeted advertising campaign that was discussed in the Enlisting Citizens Webinar,
awareness was measured at 12 percent prior to the campaign versus 45 percent after the
campaign for 1 month of multi-media promotions.

@

Kitsap

May 2020

In Kitsap County, a regional hotline (360-337-5777) for general help and
reporting spills was implemented in 2009 and continues to be used. Additionally
to report a water quality problem, such as a spill, an online form is available from
the County website (https://spf.kitsapgov.com/pw/report/form). Kitsap County
launched the SeeClickFix mobile application in 2018, which provides a convenient
way for the public to report spills (via their phones) as well as other County
related issues/concerns. The cities of Bremerton, Bainbridge Island, Poulsbo and
Port Orchard are also using SeeClickFix.

The City of Seattle provides a publicly listed Water Quality Hotline and web form
(www.seattle.gov/util/EnvironmentConservation/OurCity/ReportPollution/index.ht
m) for the public to report potential stormwater, illicit discharge and other water

uality related violations.
Aney w Only Rain
E Down the Drain
- Stormdrains are for stormwater
h Please report violations
o] (206) 684-7587
I sGinciSemlc

Squeal on Pigs! contracted with a Public Relations firm to advertise the hotline.
Additional efforts included occasional news releases, coordinating with other
organizations for a joint release of information, holding stakeholder meetings
(both call-in broadcast and in-person), and framing the issue (importance, roles,
cooperation).

The RCO is using Survey123 to track outreach events and analyze WA Invasives
mobile application usage statewide.

The RCO recommends a communication outreach plan for a long-term program,
especially if it is tied to specific funding sources. There should be a priority and
long-term perspective for outreach and education.
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To encourage use of the WA Invasives mobile application, RCO hosted a training
3 years ago for “first detection” for Master Gardeners and Stewardship training
programs along with the tool to provide instruction along with awareness, to
ensure that the tool would be provided to a knowledgeable public audience.

Ecology uses their website and business cards to advertise ERTS. Phone calls
routed through reception are another predominant form of raising awareness for
the reporting system.

3.7.2. Conclusions and Recommendations

As stated in the Public Perception and Involvement section, public outreach has been listed as
an area of improvement for many reporting systems. Various techniques such as Google
banners, business cards, and training activities with a target audience have been used to
educate the public and encourage incident reporting. Data was not available to link current or
past advertising campaigns with the success of current programs, but interviewees stated that
public education regarding spills is an ongoing need.

During the technical interviews, participants shared some of their methods for educating,
encouraging, and improving public interaction with their programs. Recommendations from
technical interviewees include:

Instruct call center attendants to tell people about the mobile application when they call
to make a report to encourage future use of a mobile application.

Include language regarding special behaviors (such as calling 911 after hours) in the
reporting form and lock this functionality, if possible, via dropdown menus, checkboxes,
etc.

Use routine business inspections as an opportunity to spread the word. The hotline
number should be listed in each business’s spill plan.

Optimize for search engines so that attempts to search for “spill”
result in the correct webpages and phone numbers.

or related topics will

Focus on online ads and materials distributed by local jurisdictions rather than cable
television and billboard advertising. Data from advertising effectiveness study conducted
by New Castle County (“Enlisting Citizens” webinar) indicated that cable television and
billboard advertising is not very effective.

Collect and respond to user information.

Push communication and public relations initially when something is new to get the
word out as soon as possible. Make sure to reach a broad audience.
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e Include fire department and police department staff in training activities to facilitate
faster notification of spill incidents by first responders.

e Provide educational materials to ensure that the tools will be provided to a
knowledgeable public audience.
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4. IMPLEMENTING A NEW HOTLINE

4.1. LoCAL PREFERENCES AND SUPPORT

4.1.1. Summary of Feedback

Based on the survey, the municipal interviews, and the state agency interviews, the idea of
implementing a new regional spill hotline is not broadly supported by most jurisdictions or state
agencies. Feedback from the survey, municipal interviews, and state agency interviews is
summarized below.

The idea of implementing a new regional spill hotline is
not broadly supported.

4.1.1.1. Survey

From the survey of nearly 90 participants, 60 percent reported that their primary concern
regarding implementation of a new hotline would be additional confusion caused by another
phone number. Other common concerns include unknown cost (44 percent), insufficient
information provided for local response (30 percent), and creating extra work at the local
jurisdiction level (30 percent). Results are summarized in Table 5. See Appendix A for detailed
survey results.

Table 5. Concerns Related to Having a Regional Spill Hotline.
What are your primary concerns about implementation Percent of Number of
of a regional spill hotline? Respondents Respondents?
Another phone number means more potential for confusion 60% 53
Unknown cost compared to current illicit discharge hotline 44% 39
Insufficient information provided for local illicit discharge response 30% 27
Creating extra work at the local jurisdiction level 30% 27
Other 29% 26
Local illicit discharge responders are still needed 27% 24
Documentation/reporting still required 25% 22
Receiving less relevant calls than current illicit discharge hotline 24% 21
(vehicle accidents, other environmental issues, etc.)
Having to learn a new system/approach 13% 12
Receiving more calls than current illicit discharge hotline 10%

8 Respondents selected up to three choices.
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Several participants also expressed concern that they would forfeit investments already made in
optimizing their current programs and educating the public about them. Other concerns include:

e Delayed response time and reduced effectiveness for local response
e Limited applications for local concerns and specialized procedures (e.g., shellfish areas)

e Confusion over jurisdictional boundaries at city-county lines (or any other jurisdiction
that may be involved, such as WSDOT right-of-way)

e Difficulty in maintaining emergency contact information due to employee turnover
e Unclear distinction from 911

e Redundancy with numbers already in place: ERTS, (800)OILS-911, local programs

e Public confusion resulting from all the above concerns

e Regulatory requirements that vary between jurisdictions (direct reporting to the city or
county is required for some jurisdictions)

For survey participants who supported the idea of a new regional hotline, potential benefits
mentioned included the potential for easier messaging to the public and long-term cost
savings, reduced errors in determining the responsible jurisdiction, and more timely information.
The most widely recognized benefit in the survey (ranked number 1 by 40 percent of
participants) was improved public reporting of spills, followed by standardized response,
reporting, data collection, and staff training (ranked number 1 by 29 percent of participants).
One survey participant stated that they did not agree with any assumed benefits that were listed
in the survey. Results are summarized in Table 6. See Appendix A for detailed survey results.

Table 6. Ranked Benefits of a Regional Spill Hotline.
Average
Benefit 1 2 3 4 5 6 n Score
Improved public reporting of 38% 23% 16% 13% 10% 0% 82 4.66
spills
Standardized response, 29% 18% 19% 13% 14% 6% 83 4.16
reporting, data collection, and
staff training
Improved response times to 23% 27% 21% 4% 17% 7% 81 4.14
spills
Promoted assistance on large 5% 20% 18% 34% 18% 5% 79 3.46
and cross-jurisdictional spills
Reduced number of incorrectly 5% 5% 19% 27% 27% 17% 81 2.81
reported calls
Fewer notifications going 2% 9% 7% 7% 12% 62% 82 1.95
through Ecology’s
Environmental Report Tracking
System (ERTS)
May 2020
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It is important to note that many survey participants view Ecology's ERTS as a regional spill
hotline.

4.1.1.2. Municipal Interviews

Based on 10 municipal interviews, all jurisdictions except one were not interested in a new
regional spill hotline; and interviewees struggled to come up with benefits regarding a new
regional spill hotline. It is important to note that many of the interviewees view Ecology’s ERTS
as a regional spill hotline.

During the municipal interviews, interviewees thought that a regional spill hotline could possibly
benefit another jurisdiction, but not their own. Municipal interviewees thought that participation
in a regional spill hotline should be optional, though they recognized that if it were to be
implemented, it probably would be required.

4.1.1.3. State Agency Interviews

During the state agency interviews, the DOH and WSDOT felt that there was no need for a new
regional spill hotline and that a new regional spill hotline would be redundant to ERTS and what
Ecology already does. They felt that Ecology was managing ERTS well and already has regional
numbers in place. A general opinion from the state agency interviews was that ERTS could be
improved and optimized to meet any perceived needs or gaps, and jurisdictions would rather
focus on improving the existing system instead of creating a new system that would be
unnecessary, duplicative, and potentially confusing to the public.

Ecology maintains the position that ERTS is not intended to function as a regional spill hotline
(see background information on ERTS in Section 3 of this report for more information). Ecology
staff believe that a true regional spill hotline would make it easier to identify and keep track of
who needs to be notified at lower levels of government and would streamline reporting. Ecology
currently only notifies County emergency management but thought the notifications should be
broadcast to individual jurisdictions for improved communication at a local level.

ERTS is not intended to function as a regional spill
hotline.
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4.1.2. Conclusions and Recommendations
Recommendations from the municipal interviews include:
e Re-evaluate the concept of a regional spill hotline.

With the exception of one county, the municipal contacts interviewed were not
interested in the implementation of a regional spill hotline. While some interviewees
could identify potential benefits, these benefits were not enough to sway their opinion.
Counties were more likely to receive calls that were outside of their jurisdiction, but for
most, that was not enough to change their opinion about a regional spill hotline.

e If aregional spill hotline is mandated, consider converting ERTS to a regional spill hotline
that includes improved functionality and increased staffing.

Many jurisdictions view ERTS as another source to notify them of recent spills in their
area. They respond to an ERTS notification the same as a report from a citizen or other
entity. Many jurisdictions also had reservations about introducing an additional phone
number and other contact information into an already crowded field. They did not want
to confuse their residents. Because ERTS already exists and is associated with spill
reporting, it seems a logical number to use.

Municipal interviewees felt that jurisdictions would need the following information in order to
support a regional spill hotline:

e Detailed cost information
e Detailed information about how the regional spill hotline would work
e Proof of time savings and improved accuracy

e Publicity for successful cases

4.2. FUNDING

4.2.1. Summary of Feedback

Feedback from the survey, state agency interviews, and technical interviews is summarized
below.

4.2.1.1. Survey

In the survey, “unknown cost compared to current illicit discharge hotline” was the second most
common concern related to having a regional spill hotline (selected by 44 percent of
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particip

ants; see Table 5 or Appendix A). Especially for jurisdictions that have already invested a

significant amount in optimizing and advertising their current programs, the cost for

implem

entation of a regional spill hotline is a major concern.

4.2.1.2. State Agency Interviews

Accordi

ng to state agencies, funding for a new regional spill hotline should come from taxes/

public funding to increase the Ecology budget, or through fees charged to spillers. Municipal

intervie

wees suggested a variety of other potentially viable sources of funding for a regional

spill hotline including:

Pay-in option from the jurisdictions that want to use it; this could be scaled based on
population.

Annual fee plus a per-use fee modeled after 911
Part of the NPDES municipal stormwater permit fees
Funded by the State/Ecology

Oil transportation taxes

Code enforcement penalties

Stormwater/surface water utility fees

Percent of fines from Pollution Control Hearing Board to cover operational costs

The listed ideas were part of a brainstorming discussion; these funding methods have not been
vetted or proven effective.

4.2.1.3. Technical Interviews

@

In Kitsap County, funding for the spill reporting system is split between the
stormwater fund, the road fund, and general fund for the Department of
Community Development. Cities in Kitsap County are currently participating in the
program for free.

The specific source of the City of Seattle program funding was not available

\
QIS based on the knowledge of the interviewee but is assumed to come from
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The specific source of the Squeal on Pigs! funding was not readily available based
ox pIGS! on the knowledge of the interviewee. The United State Department of Agriculture

(USDA) may provide grants that could provide additional funding for this program
in the future.

Protection Agency (EPA) via the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP) as a near term
action (NTA). Updates and maintenance by are funded by the Council and
legislature. The USDA may provide grants that could provide additional funding
for this program in the future.

The WA Invasives mobile application is funded through the Environmental
,,"».‘

Ecology did not report the specific source of funding for ERTS.

4.2.2. Conclusions and Recommendations

Research yielded a variety of recommendations but no consensus to support any specific
method of funding. Methods would need to be vetted prior to considering for implementation.

Recommendations from the municipal interviewees include:

e Consider using monies allocated for a regional spill hotline to increase educational and
awareness-building efforts for the individual jurisdictional spill response programs.

Recommendations from the state agency interviews include:
e Share information between agencies to reduce costs without reducing service.
e Collaborate between stakeholders to ensure everyone’'s needs are being met.

e Share funding for education and outreach.

There was a strong sense that rather than a new
regional spill hotline, this should be “a procedural fix
rather than an infrastructure fix.” [State Agency]
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4.3. SYSTEM SCALE AND LEADERSHIP

4.3.1. Summary of Feedback

Feedback from the survey, municipal interviews, and state agency interviews is summarized
below.

4.3.1.1. Survey

A regional spill hotline could be configured at multiple different scales (e.g., statewide, eastern
Washington, western Washington, Puget Sound, multi-county, etc.). During the survey,

43 percent of the 87 respondents ranked individual County scale as the number 1 priority,
followed by watershed scale (27 percent of responses ranked as number 1 priority).
Multi-County scale received the second highest overall ranking and was also suggested during
the state agency interviews. Results are summarized in Table 7. See Appendix A for detailed

survey results.

Table 7. Ranked Scale of Coverage of a Regional Spill Hotline.
If a regional spill hotline
were implemented, what
scale of coverage would Average
you like to have? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 n Score
County 43% 23% 16% 10% 4% 5% 0% 80 5.75
Multi-County 8% 33% 32% 15% 10% 1% 0% 78 5.09
Watershed 27% 18% 16% 7% 12% | 12% 7% 67 4.75
Puget Sound 7% 15% 23% 33% 1% 8% 3% 73 4.38
Western Washington 11% 16% 6% 16% 43% 9% 0% 70 4.11
Statewide (Eastern and 16% 1% 1% 9% 13% 53% 7% 70 3.1
Western Washington)
No preference 9% 0% 6% 4% 2% 6% 74% 53 2.00

4.3.1.2. Municipal Interviews

Most of the municipal interviewees felt that Ecology should lead and operate a regional spill
hotline, providing coverage for the whole state since Ecology is a state agency, has the most

dedicated staff, and already manages ERTS. A statewide spill hotline number was considered the

least confusing option for callers.

Most of the municipal interviewees felt that Ecology
should lead and operate a regional spill hotline,
providing coverage for the whole state.
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4.3.1.3. State Agency Interviews

Because Ecology already has regional numbers, one state agency interviewee felt that a new
regional spill hotline could follow that same approach (e.g., southwest, northwest, central, and
eastern regions).

4.3.2. Conclusions and Recommendations

There was no collective consensus on preferred scale for a regional spill hotline from the survey,
municipal interviews, and state agency interviews. Opinions generally aligned with a preference
to keep existing local hotlines in place, using ERTS for statewide coverage, and implementing
countywide or multi-countywide programs at a regional scale.

The recommendation preferred by the municipal interviewees was that a regional spill hotline
should be statewide and managed by Ecology. It would be the least confusing option for
residents since everyone knows that they are in the state vs. determining specific county or city
limits. Interviewees felt that it would also be easier for non-residents to report spills.
Interviewees also perceive that the state has the ability to manage a regional spill hotline since
they already have ERTS, advertising efforts would be relevant regardless of jurisdictional
boundaries (an issue because most advertising methods cross county and city borders), budgets
would be easier to allocate in a centralized program, and Ecology already has the most staff
dedicated to spills.

Ecology has a different perception of the functionality that could be provided by ERTS in the
role of a regional reporting system. While Ecology does provide statewide coverage for incident
referrals, ERTS is not intended to serve as a reporting system and lacks important functionality
such as querying, analytics, and in-system follow up with the original reporter that would be
needed for a regional spill hotline.

Recommendations regarding scale of coverage will require additional research into the available
products that could be used to supplement existing reporting systems. Most agencies (including
Ecology) expressed concern that the efficiency of current high-performing systems cannot be
matched by a regional equivalent.

4.4. KEY FEATURES

Key features of a regional spill hotline include data collection considerations and other features
listed by survey and interview participants integrated into their current programs or missing/
desired within the current programs. Benefits of various collection methods (e.g., hotline, mobile
application, website) are discussed in Section 3.1 and are not included here.
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4.4.1. Data Collection to Facilitate Response

4.4.1.1. Summary of Feedback
Feedback from the survey and municipal interviews is summarized below.
441.1.1. Survey

During the survey, nearly 100 percent of the 88 respondents indicated location as the minimum
information needed to be collected from a report to the illicit discharge hotline. Other common
responses to the minimum information needed included (see Appendix A for detailed survey
results):

e Type of material (77 percent)

e Approximate spill size/quantity (66 percent)
e Source of spill (66 percent)

e Contact information (65 percent)

Many respondents emphasized in their text field responses that first reports are often
incomplete (investigation will occur even if a call provides minimal information) and that
location is of key importance. One jurisdiction indicated that they allow anonymous reports.
Additional minimum information listed by respondents included:

e Date found/when
e Response lead
e Hazard information

e Whether or not the caller believes the spill presents a significant threat to storm, surface,
or groundwater quality

Interview participants indicated that a regional spill hotline should gather the following
information, if available:

e Name and contact information of the person reporting (Note: allowing anonymous
reporting was considered beneficial to some hotlines; others emphasize optional contact
information)

e Date and time of report

e Location of the spill, preferably with GIS coordinates
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e What was spilled

e Source of the spill

e When it was spilled

e Size of the spill

e What direction it is draining and where (did it enter storm drain or ditch?)
e Any water contamination

e Photos of the spill and area around it (preferably geolocated)

e Party responsible for the spill

e Ability to notify neighboring jurisdictions if necessary

e Attach voicemails or emails if any

e Ability to track the request as it moves through their response process

e Direct the user to call 911 after hours (one method is to include a yes/no checkbox for
calls made during business hours, which would automate a prompt to call 911)

441.1.2. Municipal Interviews

Municipal interviewees recommended making sure to take the lingo used into account when
developing intake forms that will be used with the public. Make sure to ask questions and
provide direction to the public using everyday language. This recommendation holds true for
phone calls, mobile applications and web forms.

A concern of some municipal interviewees was the use of technical vocabulary in
communicating with the public or other responders. They have witnessed incidents of confusion
about location and observational details about spills due to language used. One example of this
is describing where a spill is draining to.

4.4.1.2. Conclusions and Recommendations

Recommendations related to data collection include incorporating the following fields (at a
minimum) into intake forms:

e Type of material
e Approximate spill size/quantity
e Source of spill (if known)

e Contact information
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Recommendations from the municipal interviews related to data collection include:

e Use everyday language when developing intake forms (for phone calls, mobile
applications and web forms) that will be used with the public.

4.4.2. Spatial Integration and Tools

One benefit of transitioning to mobile applications is the option to integrate spatial tools into
the spill response program. At a basic level, this can be helpful for more accurate reporting of
spill location and can support the team tracking down the spill. Spatial integration can also
facilitate automatic reporting to different entities based on service areas (e.g., inside city versus
unincorporated county). On a larger scale, this feature could help multiple jurisdictions partner
to provide regional coverage. However, in multiple instances, many different groups might still
be interested in receiving the information.

4.4.2.1. Summary of Feedback

Feedback from the technical interviews is summarized below.
4.4.2.1.1. Technical Interviews

@ Kitsap County’s SeeClickFix mobile application uses spatial integration to
auto-route reports for participating cities and partnering departments.

\ \ The City of Seattle Active911 mobile application maps the location of a spill and
GI‘\ gives driving directions to responders. The mobile application is used (along with
I radios) to communicate team locations and update locations or other details to
share with the entire team.

The Squeal on Pigs! hotline is a new hotline, so no information is currently
available on spatial integration.

= Spatial integration is an ongoing challenge for the WA Invasives mobile
application since many different groups are interested in receiving the
information.

ERTS is a referral database and does not have spatial integration or other
analytical tools.
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Geotagged images are a popular feature that can be helpful for locating spills and
understanding the nature of a spill, which may not always be accurately described. Photos can
also be challenging and add complexity to data storage considerations. Users of one mobile
application evaluated for the case studies reported a one-photo limit and database issues with
photo resizing, which led to difficulty using quickly or sending directly as a response. There was
difficulty across agencies with different restrictions, so staff began saving images as PDFs
instead of image files.

4.4.2.2. Conclusions and Recommendations
Recommendations from the municipal interviews related to spatial integration and tools include:

e Evaluate options for including images of a spill, including geotags, as part of the
evaluation of a regional spill hotline.

Recommendations from the technical interviews related to spatial integration and tools include:

e Ensure that the mobile application or web form can attach more than one image file to a
specific spill report. Including images in the spill reports would help to address some of
the problems encountered with inaccurate reporting of spills.

Key software features for a regional spill hotline will also be evaluated in more detail during the
next phase of this feasibility study.

4.5. INTEGRATION WITH EXISTING SYSTEMS OR HOTLINES

A primary concern for most interview participants was integration with existing systems. This
includes other emergency management systems, existing programs, and related software
packages for asset management. Combining asset management or work order tracking software
with a spill hotline can help with coordinating response and determining time/cost of response.
This information can then be used to evaluate programmatic needs.

4.5.1. Summary of Feedback

Feedback from the municipal, state agency, and technical interviews is summarized below.

4.5.1.1. Municipal Interviews

Most municipal interviewees felt that a regional spill hotline should be ancillary to their existing
local spill hotline systems. They would handle notification coming from a regional spill hotline
like any other call into their system. They would add the regional spill hotline number to their
website.

May 2020

44 Interview Summary Report: Regional Spill Hotline Feasibility Study



Most municipal interviewees felt that a regional spill
hotline should be ancillary to their existing local spill
hotline systems.

A few municipal interviewees were concerned about potentially having to modify their individual
spill hotline system and reporting to accommodate the regional spill hotline. Other noted
concerns related to implementation of a regional spill hotline included:

Staffing

Training

Upkeep and infrastructure

Timeliness and accuracy/details of information for their jurisdiction

Liability for delays or misinformation

4.5.1.2. State Agency Interviews

Feedba
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ck from the state agencies varied (see Appendix C for details):

The DOH felt that the scope of their work would not change, therefore integration with a
new regional spill hotline a non-issue. They would continue to receive wastewater/
sewage-related calls from the local jurisdictions and all other spill notifications from
Ecology. The DOH would still be focused on those spills that would potentially impact
shellfish areas.

Ecology thought that integration of emergency management systems might help with
data analysis and might help unify usage of ERTS. Ecology currently does some data
analysis but has a limited budget. They focus on what the state legislature sets as priority
areas. They felt that there is an opportunity for more analysis at the community level and
implied that maybe with a regional spill hotline that might be possible. Ecology also felt
that there might be some issues with modifying systems to collect data for a metric that
was not already an option in the system. They added that it would be important for a
regional spill hotline to incorporate flexible software so that all needed/desired data can
be gathered.

WSDOT thought that integration of a regional hotline would be similar to the current
system, wherein the appropriate contacts are notified by call or email.
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4.5.1.3. Technical Interviews

The SeeClickFix mobile application can function as a stand-alone mobile application or can be
integrated with asset management software as demonstrated by Kitsap County. Questions were
raised as to how this number would be distinguished from other emergency service numbers
(such as 911).

4.5.2. Conclusions and Recommendations
Recommendations from the municipal interviews include:

e Connect the regional spill hotline to existing individual hotline systems, just like a
resident would call/email/submit a report currently.

e Add the new regional spill hotline number to local jurisdiction websites, but retain local
spill hotline numbers and other reporting methods (e.g., email, text, mobile application).

Any other method, other than what is described above, was perceived as being cumbersome
and complex, requiring integration with each software system and process. If an entirely new
system was created, jurisdictions would need to revamp their entire process and re-educate all
staff on how to use it. If treated as an addition information source, costs can be kept down, and
integration will be the easiest.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

The results from the survey, municipal interviews, and state agency interviews indicated that the
creation of a new regional spill hotline is generally not supported at this time. The responses
from the survey and interviews, however, did help to identify several areas where improvements
could be made to existing local spill hotlines and coordination between neighboring
jurisdictions related to spill response. Success stories share several key themes:

e Partnership. Spills and other environmental incidents may happen at any location at any
time and must be addressed quickly. Interdepartmental partnerships combined with
training and resource sharing with fire, police, and transportation departments can
facilitate faster notification and rapid spill containment. Partnership with other
emergency management entities can supplement after-hours call management.

e Utilization (and Customization) of Mobile Applications. While phone hotlines are a
popular method for receiving information from the public, pre-built mobile application
features are increasing the efficiency of spill response. These features include
geolocation for improved location accuracy, photo attachments, dropdown menus for
consistent terminology, integration with asset management software, and two-way
communication with the incident reporter. In some cases, mobile application
functionality is used most heavily behind the scenes to coordinate spill response team
efforts, communication, tracking, and analytics.

e Accessibility to the Public. Outreach and education are ongoing needs for any spill
response program. Specific behaviors, such as “Call 911 after hours,” must be built into
the reporting system, which should be easy to understand and available in multiple
languages. Two-way communication with the public helps to spread knowledge about
reporting procedures and let people know that action has been taken.

Feedback from the survey and interviews revealed that perceived weaknesses in the current
system may not reflect local concerns, especially for successful programs. For example, receiving
calls from the wrong jurisdiction or confusion at jurisdictional borders, leading to misinformation
from the caller or improper rerouting of the report, was stated as an area of concern at the
outset of this project. However, municipal interviews revealed that few jurisdictions received calls
outside of their jurisdiction and that this is a relatively minor concern.

The primary concern expressed by the municipalities interviewed was public education to ensure
that citizens or visitors can find the correct phone number, know when to call it, and can provide
accurate information. While a single public phone number (or mobile application with built-in
geolocation) would appear to address some of these challenges, interviewees felt that a new
hotline number would negate previous local education efforts and cause additional confusion.
Jurisdictions have invested heavily in their local programs and would rather direct their efforts

May 2020

Interview Summary Report: Regional Spill Hotline Feasibility Study 47



(and funds) towards improving public education and accessibility for their current spill reporting
systems.

The initial phase of this feasibility study also identified that there is a great deal of confusion
between jurisdictions and state agencies on the purpose and functionality of ERTS. Some
jurisdictions consider ERTS to currently fill the “regional spill hotline” role because ER